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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

Claim 1 1 is objected to because it is a duplicate of claim 4. Claim 1 1 should be 
canceled. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 17-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. In particular, the following limitations are not enabled by the specification as 
originally filed, so that one having ordinary skill in the art would be able to make or use 
the invention as claimed: 

• "for each said subset, determining a sold property directive confidence 
score with reference to said first percentage and associating said sold 
property directive confidence score of said subset with each property in 
said subset" (claim 17, line 11). The meaning of the term "with reference 
to said first percentage" is unclear, and the specification does not describe 
how the "said first percentage" is used to determine the sold property 
directive score. 
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• "for each said preliminary subset, determining a sold property directive 
confidence score with reference to said first percentage and associating 
said sold property directive confidence score of said subset with each 
property in said subset" (claim 20, line 11). The meaning of the term "with 
reference to said first percentage" is unclear, and the specification does 
not describe how the "said first percentage" is used to determine the sold 
property directive score. 

• "determining said responsive confidence score of the subject property with 
reference to said proportion" (claim 24, line 17). The meaning of the term 
"with reference to said proportion" is unclear, and the specification does 
not describe how the "said proportion" is used to determine the responsive 
confidence score. 

• "after said step of selectively modifying has been performed, determining 
said responsive confidence score of the subject property with reference to 
the value of said proportion for said selected subset, said preliminary 
confidence score of said subject property, and said suggested valuation of 
said subject property" (claim 25, line 20). The meaning of the term "with 
reference to the value of said proportion" is unclear, and the specification 
does not describe how the "value of said proportion" is used to determine 
the responsive confidence score. 

• "providing a responsive confidence score determined with reference to 
said valuation adjustment factor and said automated confidence score." 
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(claim 26, line 10). The meaning of the term "with reference to said 
valuation adjustment factor and said automated confidence score" is 
unclear, and the specification does not describe how the "valuation 
adjustment factor and said automated confidence score" are used to 
provide the responsive confidence score. 
In response to the above rejections the noted limitations should be canceled or 

amended, or Applicant should present arguments as to why the limitation are enabled 

with reference to the specification as originally filed. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-7, 11-13, 15, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by US Patent No. 7,289,965 to Bradley et al. (hereafter "Bradley"). 

In regard to claim 1 , Bradley discloses a method of computing a responsive 
confidence score in response to a suggested valuation of a subject property, using a 



computers system, comprising the steps of: 
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inputting into the computer system identity data of the subject property (see, e.g., 
claim 1); 

inputting into the computer system the suggested valuation of the subject 
property (see, e.g., claim 1); and 

computing a response confidence score for the suggested valuation of the 
subject real property (see, e.g., claim 1). 

In regard to claim 2, Bradley further discloses the method as described in claim 1 
wherein said responsive confidence score is computed using a reference table 
(containing "historical information [which] may include ... property information") on a 
tangible medium ("database") (see FIG. 13; col. 12, lines 20-46). 

In regard to claim 3, Bradley further discloses the method as described in claim 2 
further including the steps of inputting into the computer system a directive valuation 
("second appraisal") of the subject property; 

computing a difference between the directive valuation and the suggested 
valuation; and 

inputting the directive valuation, the suggested valuation and a difference 
between them into said reference table; 

to thereby compute a responsive confidence score for the suggested valuation 
of the subject real property (see, e.g., col. 13, line 20 - col. 14, line 19). 
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In regard to claim 4, Bradley further discloses the method as described in claim 3 
wherein said directive valuation is computed using an automated valuation model (see 
id.). 

In regard to claim 5, Bradley further discloses the method as described in claim 3 
wherein said automated valuation model provides a directive valuation having a 
directive confidence score (inherent in Automated Valuation Models ("AVMs"), see also 
col. 9, lines 47-59). 

In regard to claim 6, Bradley further discloses the method as described in claim 4 
wherein said directive confidence score associated with said directive valuation is 
inputted into the computer (see, e.g., col. 13, line 20 - col. 14, line 19). 

In regard to claim 7, Bradley further discloses the method as described in claim 3 
wherein said confidence score of said automated valuation model is based on a 
predetermined percentage probability of unacceptable excess valuation (inherent in 
AVMs, see also col. 9, lines 47-59). 

In regard to claim 1 1 , Bradley further discloses the method as described in claim 
3 wherein said directive valuation is computed using an automated valuation model (see 
id.). 

In regard to claim 12, Bradley further discloses the method as described in claim 
3 wherein said automated valuation model provides a directive valuation having a 
directive confidence score (inherent in Automated Valuation Models ("AVMs"), see also 
col. 9, lines 47-59). 
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In regard to claim 13, Bradley further discloses the method as described in claim 
12 wherein the confidence score of the automated valuation model is based on a 
predetermined percentage probability of unacceptable excess valuation (inherent in 
AVMs, see also col. 9, lines 47-59). 

In regard to claim 15, Bradley further discloses the method as described in claim 
2 wherein the reference table is constructed by: computing a set of automated 
valuations and automated directive confidence scores for a plurality of properties for 
which actual sale prices are known; and computing a responsive confidence score with 
reference to said set of computed automated valuations and automated directive 
confidence scores, said actual sale prices, and said suggested valuation of said subject 
property. 

In regard to claim 16, the limitations are deemed anticipated by Bradley as 
applied to claims 1-7 above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 8 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bradley as applied to claims 1-7,11-13,15 and 1 6 above, and further in view of US 
Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0099650 to Cole (hereafter "Cole"). 

In regard to claims 8 and 14, Bradley discloses the limitations set forth above, but 
does not explicitly disclose the difference between the directive valuation and the 
suggested valuation being computed as a percentage difference. Cole discloses a 
method for processing loan applications, wherein a difference is computed between and 
AVM property value and a user-supplied suggested property value, and said difference 
is expressed as a percentage difference. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to express the difference between the first and 
second appraisal values disclosed by Bradley as a percentage difference as disclosed 
by Cole. As disclosed by Cole, expressing an absolute difference between two values 
as a percentage difference was well known at the time of the invention. 

Claims 9, 10, 30-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bradley as applied to claims 1-7, 11-13, 15 and 1 6 above, alone. 

In regard to claims 9, 10, and 30-33, Bradley discloses the limitations of claims 1- 
7,11-13,1 5, and 1 6 above, including a reference table for use in computing a 
responsive confidence score for a suggested valuation of a subject real property (see, 
e.g., FIG. 13), said reference table being fixed on a tangible medium and computed by 
the following method: computing a plurality of directive confidence scores based on 
sales prices of a plurality of the previously sold properties (see, e.g., claim 1); 
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computing adjusted confidence scores for suggested valuations which are different 
from the associative directive confidence scores (see, e.g., claim 1). Bradley does not 
explicitly disclose adjust the table for monotonicity. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to adjust table disclosed by 
Bradley so that the values listed in one of the columns trends upward or downward. It 
was well known at the time of the invention to allow users of electronic databases to 
view and arrange the data contained in the databases in various ways, including 
displaying the data in ascending or descending order based on value. 

With respect to the above rejections, the Examiner has cited particular portions of 
the reference(s), and although the specified citations are representative of the teachings 
in the art and are applied to the specific limitations within the individual claim, other 
passages and figures may apply as well. It is respectfully requested that the Applicant 
consider each cited reference in its entirety as potentially teaching the limitations of the 
claimed invention. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JARED W. NEWTON whose telephone number is 
(571)272-2952. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-5. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, James Kramer can be reached on (571) 272-6783. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
/James A. Kramer/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3693 



JWN 

November 26, 2008 



